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Abstract

This study aimed to determine the use of cohesion elements by intermediate (B1) and advanced (C1)
learners of Turkish as a foreign language and to examine differences between proficiency levels. The
study was designed according to the comparative survey model. The study group consisted of 32 B1-
and 32 Ci-level students studying at BAIBU University TOMER, selected through purposive
sampling. Participants’ written narrative texts were examined in terms of cohesion, focusing on
reference and conjunction elements. Qualitative data were analyzed using MAXQDA 24.9, whereas
quantitative analyses were conducted using SPSS 20. Descriptive statistics and Mann—Whitney U
tests were used to examine differences between groups. To reduce the risk of Type I error, a
Bonferroni correction was applied. The findings revealed that Ci-level learners used conjunction and
reference elements more frequently and more diversely than Bi-level learners. After the Bonferroni
correction, statistically significant differences were found only in the use of time indicators and
cause—effect indicators among conjunction elements, and reflexive pronouns and demonstrative
adjectives among reference elements, with the C1 group outperforming the B1 group. Although
ranking indicators, condition indicators, explanation indicators, effect—cause indicators, and
demonstrative pronouns showed significant differences under the conventional significance
criterion, these differences did not remain significant after the Bonferroni correction. Overall, the
findings suggest that higher language proficiency is associated with a broader and more varied use of
cohesion elements; however, the development of cohesion does not occur uniformly across all
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Tiirkceyi Yabanci Dil Olarak Ogrenenlerin Yazili Anlatimlarinda Bagdasiklik
Unsurlarmim Kullanimi5s

Oz

Bu aragtirma, Tiirkceyi yabanci dil olarak &grenen orta (B1i) ve ileri diizey (C1) Ogrencilerin
bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanim durumlarin belirlemeyi ve yeterlik diizeyleri arasindaki farkhiliklari
incelemeyi amaclamistir. Aragtirma, karsillastirmali tarama modeline gore desenlenmistir.
Arastirmanin calisma grubunu, amach 6rnekleme yéntemiyle secilen BAIBU Universitesi TOMER’de
Ogrenim goren 32 B1 ve 32 C1 diizeyindeki 6grenci olusturmaktadir. Katihmeilarin yazih 6ykiileyici
metinleri bagdasiklik acgisindan incelenmis; arastirma gonderim ve baglama Ogeleriyle
sinirlandirilmigtir. Nitel veriler MAXQDA 24.9 programi kullanilarak analiz edilmis, nicel analizler
ise SPSS 20 programi araciligiyla gerceklestirilmistir. Gruplar arasindaki farklihklari incelemek
amaciyla betimsel istatistikler ve Mann—Whitney U testi kullanilmistir. Tip I hata riskini azaltmak
amaciyla Bonferroni diizeltmesi uygulanmistir. Arastirma bulgulari, C1 diizeyindeki 6grencilerin
baglama ve gonderim oOgelerini B1 diizeyindeki oOgrencilere gore daha sik ve daha cesitli
kullandiklarin1 gostermistir. Bonferroni diizeltmesi sonrasinda, baglama ogeleri arasinda yalnizca
zaman bildiren 6geler ile neden—sonug bildiren 6gelerin kullaniminda; gonderim ogeleri arasinda ise
donisliiliik zamiri ve isaret sifatlarinin kullaniminda C1 grubu lehine istatistiksel olarak anlamh
farkhliklar bulunmustur. Siralama, kosul, aciklama ve sonu¢—neden bildiren ogeler ile isaret
zamirleri kullaniminda geleneksel anlamlilik dlciitiine gore anlamh farklihklar goriilmiis olsa da bu
farkhiliklar Bonferroni diizeltmesinden sonra anlamliligini korumamistir. Genel olarak bulgular, dil
yeterligindeki artisin bagdasiklik 6gelerinin daha genis ve cesitli kullanimini destekledigini; ancak
bagdasikhigin tiim alt kategorilerinde gelisimin ayni bicimde gerceklesmedigini gostermektedir.
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Introduction
Writing skill

Writing skills enable individuals to express their thoughts and feelings in accordance with the rules of a
language (Karatay, 2020). As one of the productive language skills, writing addresses a reader within a
particular context and requires the integration of cognitive, linguistic, and rhetorical processes
(Bachman, 1990; Bitzer, 1968; Matsuda & Silva, 2020). Because it involves generating, organizing, and
communicating ideas through written language, writing is widely regarded as one of the most
demanding language skills (Arslan & Kilicic, 2015; Byrne, 1993; Cakir, 2010; Kiribis, 2022; Movlyamova
& Ozdemir, 2022; Raimes, 2002; Siigiimlii & Bakdemir, 2023; Tiryaki, 2013).

Effective writing requires much more than producing grammatically correct sentences. Writers must
organize ideas logically, establish meaningful relationships between sentences, and construct a coherent
text that communicates effectively with the reader (Byrne, 1993; Raimes, 2002; Richards, 1990).
Although writing requires sufficient grammatical knowledge and vocabulary, these alone are not enough
for effective writing, as writing involves much more than producing grammatically correct sentences. As
a natural human need, writing not only develops language knowledge and vocabulary but also enables
individuals to establish a continuous relationship with language and to use it beyond basic
communication (Emig, 1977). It also supports idea generation and helps learners explore different ways
of expressing their thoughts (Zamel, 1983). Despite being neglected for many years (Zen, 2005), writing
has long been recognized as a complementary (Castain, 1976), integrative and functional (Raimes,
1983), as well as organic and cognitive (Javadi-Safa, 2018) component of language learning. Because
writing requires deep processing, it also contributes to the development and maintenance of receptive
language skills and can be regarded as an effective learning strategy (Castain, 1976; Emig, 1977).

Writing is a multifaceted skill involving the interaction of the writer, the reader, and the communicative
context, while requiring the use of appropriate strategies for generating and conveying ideas as well as
effective textual organization (Matsuda & Silva, 2020). It also encompasses multiple components,
including content, organization, originality, style, fluency, accuracy, and appropriate rhetorical forms of
discourse (Raimes, 2002). Therefore, successful writing depends on the effective integration of these
components to produce clear and meaningful texts.

Writing skills in a foreign language

Although writing requires a strong command of grammar and vocabulary, these alone are not sufficient
for effective writing. Learning to write is considered one of the most demanding language skills in both
first and foreign language contexts and is often regarded as an indicator of successful learning as well as
a means of learning (Richards, 1990). Unlike speaking, which develops naturally under normal
conditions, writing requires explicit instruction and systematic practice (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). It
involves complex processes such as planning, drafting, revising, and organizing ideas (Brown, 2000),
making writing instruction particularly important for foreign language learners (Zamel, 1976). Effective
written expression also requires mastery of structures that are less common in everyday communication
but essential for written discourse (Byrne, 1993). Therefore, writing instruction should be integrated
into language education through conscious and sustained practice (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996).

Previous research has shown that writing in a foreign language presents greater challenges than writing
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in the first language (Azizoglu et al., 2019; Cakir, 2010; Karatay & Kartallioglu, 2016; Ozcelik, 2020;
Raimes, 2002). As the last productive language skill to develop, writing depends on learners’ linguistic
competence and requires the integration of content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics
(Ozbay & Memis, 2015; Raimes, 1983; Ungan, 2007;). In addition, the absence of immediate feedback
makes writing a particularly demanding activity (Byrne, 1993). Nevertheless, effective writing
instruction contributes not only to language development but also to higher-order skills such as critical
thinking, autonomy, creativity, and self-confidence (Smetanova, 2013; Zamel, 1976).

Producing coherent written texts in a foreign language primarily depends on learners’ command of the
language’s grammar, vocabulary, and orthographic system (Anwar & Ahmed, 2016). However,
grammatical knowledge alone does not guarantee successful text production. Students must also learn
to organize sentences into meaningful and coherent texts by using textual features appropriately.
Therefore, writing instruction should emphasize the development of textuality from the early stages of
language learning through a process-oriented approach that focuses on both the writing process and the
final product.

Theoretical Framework
Text

A text is a verbal or written unit of meaning that constitutes a whole regardless of its length. However,
a text becomes a semantic structure not merely through the sentences that compose it but through the
meaningful relationships established among them (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Although texts vary in
length and type, they achieve unity through semantic connections across sentences (Altunkaya, 1987).
According to Bachman (1990), organizational competence includes grammatical and textual
competence, with textual competence referring to the ability to organize words and sentences into
coherent and rhetorically appropriate discourse. From a broader perspective, a text can also be viewed
as a reflection of human consciousness, and understanding a text involves interpreting this reflection
through the reader's cognitive processes (Bakhtin, 1986).

A text is a syntactic and semantic unit beyond the sentence in which meaning is constructed through the
interaction between the writer and the reader (Hirik, 2020). It constitutes a meaningful whole formed
by the combination of words and sentences (Karatay, 2010) and is defined by the Turkish Language
Association as a written product characterized by its content, style, and orthographic features (Tiirk Dil
Kurumu, 2025). Texts are produced for a specific communicative purpose and achieve unity through the
principles of cohesion and coherence (Onursal, 2003). Accordingly, De Beaugrande and Dressler (2002)
argue that a text fulfills its communicative function only when it satisfies the seven criteria of textuality.

Criteria for textuality
Intentionality

This can be described as a text conveying its main purpose in accordance with its defined goal. Kilig
(2007) states that intentionality in a text is demonstrated by establishing a natural chronological order,
being related, and being concise and clear.
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Acceptability

This is the characteristic of a text that meets the expected requirements of usefulness, relevance, and
consistency (Kili¢, 2007). Acceptability is a criterion of textuality that is more related to the large-scale
structure of the text and involves the reader in understanding and interpretation (Cetin & Karademir,
2023). Giinay (2007), on the other hand, states that texts should be perceived within their own formal
ambiguities.

Informativeness

Informativeness, which is related to the degree to which the elements in the text are expected, known,
and certain (Kili¢, 2007); being informative for the reader (Yilmaz, 2021); It is related to what the reader
expects and what they want to know, and what they are addressed with (Tekin & Kaya, 2024). The level
of informativeness of the text is twofold; it can vary depending on both the reader's prior knowledge and
the vocabulary and style used by the text producer (Cetin & Karademir, 2023).

Situationality

Situationality, meaning that the text is appropriate to its textual context (Yilmaz, 2021), is a criterion of
textuality used in interpreting a written text and expresses the clarity of the discourse in terms of
concepts such as time and space (Cetin & Karademir, 2023). It concerns the elements that reveal the
dimension of the relationship between a text and the situation in which it is located, and that connect
the text to that situation (Kilig, 2007).

Intertextuality

In its most general sense, intertextuality, which is the inclusion of one text within another text (Bulut,
2018), is related to the necessity of having knowledge of one or more previously existing texts in
determining the meaning or use of a text (Cetin & Karademir, 2023). The wider the time and processing
activities between the use of the current text and previously encountered texts, the greater the mediation
becomes (De Beaugrande & Dressler, 2002).

Coherence

Coherence, which can be considered as the meaning conveyed by the expressions in the text (De
Beaugrande & Dressler, 2002), is actually in the eye of the reader (Hyland, 2005). Coherence is the
situation where each text is logical and contextual rather than a jumble of sentences, based on the
assumption that what is mentioned is consistent with each other (Kilic, 2007). If coherence is achieved,
the unity and integrity in the text can create meaning in the mind (Karatay, 2010).

Cohesion

Cohesion, which deals with how the components of the surface text, i.e., words, are mutually related

within a series, is linked to each other according to grammatical forms and rules (De Beaugrande &

Dressler, 2002). Giinay (2007) also defines it as the totality of a text's linguistic features in its

intratextual relationships. The concept of cohesion is a semantic relationship within the text that defines

it as a text. Cohesion is the act of relating something to what already exists, and it arises when the

interpretation of one element in discourse depends on the interpretation of another. Like other semantic
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relationships, cohesion is expressed through the layered organization of language (Halliday & Hasan,
1976). According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), cohesion encompasses the linguistic relationships found
in the surface structure of the text and is divided into two main categories: grammatical cohesion, which
consists of reference, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction, and lexical cohesion:

Grammatical Cohesion
Reference

Reference is the situation where a word, group of words, or suffix is used to represent a concept, entity,
or event in the text, instead of repeating that word or event throughout the rest of the text. Reference is
divided into two types: antecedent and postcedent. In these types of references, linguistic tools such as
pronouns of person, relation, sign, and reflexivity, along with appropriate suffixes, demonstrative
adjectives, or adverbs, are generally used (Karatay, 2010). In every language, there are elements whose
interpretation depends on another reference, rather than being interpreted semantically on their own.
Reference is a presupposition at the semantic level. As a situational presupposition, reference is
regularly used in textual (endophoric) presuppositions; it sometimes points forward (cataphoric) and
sometimes backward (anaphoric). In many forms of discourse, reference is textual. These elements serve
as guidelines indicating that information about them must be obtained elsewhere (Halliday & Hasan,

1976).
Substitution

Substitution, seen at the noun, verb, or sentence level in the text, is the expression of the specified
elements in another sentence using a different linguistic element (Karatay, 2010). In short, substitution
is the replacement of one element with another. There is a difference in expression rather than a change
in meaning. Substitution, also called replacement, is the use of one element in place of another to replace
a specific element (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

Ellipsis (Elliptical expression)

This refers to the omission of certain words or word groups in a text without altering the meaning of the
text. Elliptical expression can be achieved through pronouns, demonstrative adjectives, and adverbs of
place and time; it can also be created by removing certain words or word groups with various functions
from the sentence (Karatay, 2010). It can be interpreted as a form of substitution in which the element
is not replaced by anything else. Ellipsis generally involves an anaphoric relationship in which the
omitted element can be recovered from the preceding text (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

Conjunction elements

Words, word groups, and sentences are the basic structures that make up language. Conjunction
elements are among the most important elements that establish relationships between these structures
(Demir et al., 2024). Conjunctions are classified as discriminative, additive, indicating time, adversative,
explanation, ranking, condition, assumption, exemplifying, and cause-effect and effect-cause.
Conjunction elements are consistent not on their own, but indirectly, thanks to their specific meanings;
they are not tools used to reach the previous or subsequent text; they express specific meanings that
acknowledge the existence of other components in the discourse (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).
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Lexical cohesion

This refers to the use of words that represent the same conceptual field within the text (Tekin & Kaya,
2024). It is formed by repeating the same word or by repeating related words.

Research objectives and research questions

Students' written expressions are products of a skill that allows them to convey their feelings and
thoughts in writing. However, the effective and complete production of these works depends on the
extent to which the target language has been learned, the proficiency of writing skills, and the
accumulation of knowledge and skills related to the target language. Therefore, it is known that the
process of learning writing skills in a foreign language differs from that in native language education
and presents difficulties across various dimensions (Azizoglu et al., 2019; Cakir, 2010; Karatay &
Kartallioglu, 2016; Ozcelik, 2020; Raimes, 2002). There are existing studies focusing on cohesion in
writing skills research in teaching Turkish as a foreign language (Aramak, 2016; Deniz & Dasoz, 2015;
Dolunay & Manti, 2018; Ercan Giiven & Akpinar, 2020; Ercan Giiven & Akpinar, 2020; Giirdal & Cetin,
2015; Kara & Kutlu, 2016; Karakoc Oztiirk & Dagistanlioglu, 2018; Mant1, 2017; Misirli, 2018; Yildirim,
2016; Oztiirk & Alan, 2020; Tekin & Kaya, 2024) and studies that address coherence and cohesion
together (Akbulut, 2021). Although cohesion consists of several grammatical and lexical devices
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976), the present study focuses specifically on reference and conjunction elements
because these categories play a central role in establishing semantic and logical relationships within a
text and maintaining textual continuity. Additionally, they are expected to better reflect differences in
cohesion use across proficiency levels, while the Cohesion and Coherence Measurement Tool (Karatay,
2010) and the coding framework developed by Karatay and Kaya (2019) provide detailed and systematic
classification criteria for these two categories, enabling a reliable comparative analysis. Accordingly, this
study contributes to the literature by providing a statistical comparison of the use of reference and
conjunction elements across B1 and C1 proficiency levels. In doing so, it identifies both the cohesion
categories that differ across proficiency levels and those that exhibit similar usage patterns, thereby
offering a more detailed understanding of the development of cohesion in the written production of
learners of Turkish as a foreign language. By identifying cohesion usage patterns across different levels
of written expression, the study aims to provide practical implications for improving the textual
dimension of writing instruction. It is hoped that the findings will contribute to researchers and
practitioners working in the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign language. The main objective of the
study is to examine and compare the use of reference and conjunction elements in the written texts of
intermediate (B1) and advanced (C1) learners of Turkish as a foreign language. The research questions
developed based on this objective are as follows:

1. What are the usage patterns of conjunction elements in the written texts of Bi- and Ci-level
learners of Turkish as a foreign language?

2. What are the usage patterns of reference elements in the written texts of Bi- and Ci-level
learners of Turkish as a foreign language?

3. Is there a significant difference between B1i- and Ci-level learners of Turkish as a foreign
language in their use of conjunction elements?

4. Is there a significant difference between B1- and Ci-level learners of Turkish as a foreign
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language in their use of reference elements?
Method

This research was designed according to the comparative survey model. Survey research is a research
model that identifies participants' skills, thoughts, attitudes, abilities, and other characteristics related
to a situation (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2015). The comparative survey model, a type of cross-sectional survey
research, examines two or more educational groups by comparing them on various characteristics
(Creswell, 2020). Thirty-two B1 and 32 C1 level students studying at University TOMER participated in
this research. The participants' written narrative texts were examined for their use of cohesion. The
study was limited to the cohesion elements of reference and conjunction elements. Reference and
conjunction elements are considered among the cohesion devices that perform important functions in
establishing intra-textual relations and maintaining semantic continuity. Therefore, the present study
focused on these elements. Conjunction elements not present in participants' written narrative texts
were excluded from the analysis.

Study group

The study group consisted of 64 students enrolled in the 2024-2025 academic year at BAIBU University
TOMER, comprising 32 B1 and 32 C1 level students. Purposive sampling was used to determine the
study group for the research. In this method, the researcher selects groups he/she believes can provide
data for the research in an appropriate manner, based on his/her prior knowledge of the groups, and
conducts the research on these groups (Fraenkel et al., 2012).

Data collection tools

In this study, the Cohesion and Coherence Measurement Tool developed by Karatay (2010) and the
written expression texts of 32 B1- and 32 Ci-level learners studying at University TOMER were used as
data collection tools. The written texts were obtained from the writing section of the end-of-level
achievement examinations. Bi-level learners completed a writing task on the job application process,
whereas Ci-level learners wrote on the topic of time management. Students were instructed to write a
coherent and well-organized text on the assigned topic by expressing their ideas clearly and
meaningfully. No word limit was imposed, and they were given 60 minutes to complete the writing task
under standard examination conditions.

The Cohesion and Coherence Measurement Tool classifies students' written expression performance
into three equal intervals: 1.0-1.4 (weak), 1.5—-2.4 (moderate), and 2.5-3.0 (good). Accordingly,
students scoring between 1.0 and 1.4 in the use of cohesion devices and semantic coherence were
evaluated as weak, those scoring between 1.5 and 2.4 as moderate, and those scoring between 2.5 and
3.0 as good. The assessment was conducted based on the textuality criteria proposed by Halliday and
Hasan (1976), with particular emphasis on the use of cohesion devices, including reference and
conjunction (Karatay, 2010). Owing to its more detailed categorization of cohesion devices during the
coding process, the framework proposed by Karatay and Kaya (2019) was adopted for data coding.

Data collection technique

The data for this study consisted of previously written narrative texts produced by the students. These
documents were analyzed using the Cohesion and Coherence Measurement Tool (Karatay, 2010). The
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data were collected through document analysis.
Data analysis

Content analysis was used to analyze the research data. Content analysis is a technique in which certain
words in the text are summarized into categories using specific codes (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2015). The
coding of the written texts was conducted by a single researcher using the coding framework proposed
by Karatay and Kaya (2019). Throughout the analysis process, all texts were systematically coded
according to predefined coding criteria to ensure consistency. However, since the coding was carried out
by a single researcher, inter-rater reliability could not be established. This should be acknowledged as a
limitation of the study, and future research may strengthen the reliability of findings by involving
multiple independent coders and reporting inter-rater agreement statistics.

Qualitative data analysis

Qualitative data analysis for the research was performed using MAXQDA 24.9. MAXQDA is a powerful
tool capable of performing complex text analyses (Creswell, 2020). The elements of reference (personal
pronouns, reflexive pronouns, demonstrative pronouns, demonstrative adjectives, comparison
elements) and conjunction elements (additive, discriminative, adversative conjunction, time, ranking,
conditional, explanation, exemplifying, cause-effect, effect-cause indicators) in the students' written
expression texts were identified, and categories and subcategories were created for each element in the
program. The elements identified on the papers were marked and assigned to the relevant categories.
After the assignment process was completed, frequencies were obtained. MAXQDA was used only for
coding and organizing cohesion devices.

Quantitative Data Analysis

Quantitative data analysis was performed using SPSS 20. Following the qualitative coding of the written
texts, the frequencies of reference and conjunction elements identified in each text were entered into
the statistical software for analysis. Descriptive statistics, including the number of uses, mean frequency,
percentage of use, and mean levels of use for the reference and conjunction elements, were first
calculated. Subsequently, the mean levels of use of these cohesion devices were compared between the
B1- and Ci-level learners. Prior to the comparison, the normality of the data distribution was examined.
Based on the normality results, the Mann—Whitney U test, a non-parametric statistical procedure, was
employed to compare the two groups because the data did not meet the assumption of normality. The
results of the normality analyses are presented in the following tables.

To examine the differences between B1- and Ci-level students in their use of conjunction and reference
cohesion devices, the Mann—Whitney U test was employed, as it is appropriate for ordinal data. To
control for the potential effect of tied ranks on the standard asymptotic p values obtained from the
Mann—Whitney U test, Monte Carlo simulation (10,000 replications) was used, and the Monte Carlo p
values were interpreted.

Since a total of 15 analyses were conducted for the 15 variables examined in the study, a Bonferroni
correction was applied to reduce the risk of Type I error resulting from multiple comparisons.
Accordingly, the adjusted significance threshold was set at a = .05/15 = .0033. Based on the Bonferroni
correction, a p value lower than .0033 was considered to indicate a statistically significant difference
between the groups, whereas a p value greater than .0033 was interpreted as indicating no statistically
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significant difference. It should also be noted that p values in statistical analyses are influenced not only
by the magnitude of differences between groups but also by sample size, with larger samples tending to
produce smaller p values. Furthermore, when a large number of multiple comparisons are conducted,
the Bonferroni correction may be overly conservative, thereby reducing the likelihood of detecting
statistically significant differences (Field, 2018). Given that the present study was based on a relatively
small sample of 64 participants and involved 15 between-group comparisons, interpreting the Mann—
Whitney U test results both with and without the Bonferroni correction may provide a more informative
and balanced statistical evaluation.

Findings
The first research question

To answer this research question, the usage counts, averages, percentages, and level averages of B1 and
C1 level students learning Turkish as a foreign language were descriptively analyzed to determine their
usage of conjunction elements.

Table 1 Frequency of Conjunction Elements Use Among Learners of Turkish as a Foreign Language at the B1—C1
Levels

Conjunction Leveln Usage Usage Usage Usage Level n  Usage Usage Usage Usage

Elements Count Average Percentage Level Count Average Percentage Level
x) (%) X) X) (%) X)

Additive B1 29 192 6 51.78 2.34 Ci1 32 389 12.15 53.95 2.56

Discriminative

Conjunction Bir 8 16 0.5 4.3 0.37 Ci1 10 14 .43 1.94 0.34

Adversative

Conjunction B1 22 55 1.71 14.8 0.96 Ci1 17 59 1.84 8.18 0.62

Time Indicator Bt 1 1 .03 .27 0.06 Ci1 18 30 .93 4.16 0.56

Ranking Indicator B1 3 3 .09 .81 0.06 Ci1 12 17 .53 2.36 0.37

Condition Indicator B1 4 5 .15 1.35 o012 Ci1 15 53 1.65 7.35 0.50

Explanation

Indicator Bt 2 5 15 1.35 0.06 Ci1 10 25 .78 3.47 0.34

Exemplifying

Indicator Bt o9 22 .68 5.93 0.40 C1 10 11 .34 1.53 0.31

Cause-Effect

Indicator Bt 6 8 .25 2.16 0.31 C1 23 48 1.50 6.66 0.81

Effect-Cause

Indicator B1 11 64 2 17.25 0.50 Ci1 23 75 2.34 10.4 0.87

Total B1 95 371 11.56 100 518 Ci1 170 721 22.5 100 7.28

The findings in Table 1 reveal clear differences across proficiency levels in students' use of conjunctions.
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Students at the B1 level produced a total of 371 conjunctions, with most uses concentrated in additive
conjunctions (51.78%), effect-cause indicators (17.25%), and adversative conjunctions (14.8%). In
contrast, students at the C1 level produced 721 conjunctions, indicating a substantially higher frequency
of conjunction use overall. Although additive conjunctions remained the most frequently used category
(53.95%), condition indicators (7.35%), cause-effect indicators (6.66%), explanation indicators (3.47%),
time indicators (4.16%), and ranking indicators (2.36%) were used more frequently at the C1 level than
at the B1 level. While B1 learners tended to rely on a limited number of highly frequent conjunction
types, C1 learners employed conjunctions more diversely to establish time, causal, explanatory,
conditional, and ranking relationships within their texts. For example, time indicators were represented
by expressions such as su anda ("at the moment") in the sentence "Su anda Tiirkiye'nin Bolu sehrinde
tintversite egitimime devam ediyorum.”; conditional indicators by eger ("if") in "Eger ben issiz
olsaydim, bu firsati1 kabul etmeyecektim."; and effect-cause indicators by sonuc olarak ("as a result") in
"Sonug olarak, zaman yonetimi bireyin yasam kalitesini artiran 6nemli bir beceridir.” These findings
suggest that learners at higher proficiency levels demonstrate not only a greater quantity of conjunction
use but also a broader distribution of conjunction categories.

The second research question

To answer this research question, the usage counts, averages, percentages, and level averages of B1 and
C1 level students learning Turkish as a foreign language were descriptively analyzed to determine their
usage of reference elements.

Table 2 Frequency of Reference Elements Use Among Learners of Turkish as a Foreign Language at The B1—C1
Levels

Reference Level n Usage Usage Usage Usage Level n Usage Usage Usage Usage
Elements Count Average Percentage Level Count Average Percentage Level
x) (%) x) X) (%) X)
Personal
Pronoun B1 25 155 4.84 64.32 1.65 Ci1 26 183 5.71 34.40 1.43
Reflexive
Pronoun B1 6 8 .25 3.32 031 Ci1 21 51 1.59 9.59 0.71
Demonstrative B1 16 1 88 0] C1 21 58 1.81 10.90 0.81
Pronoun 9 -59 7- 43 5 . 9 .
Demonstrative B1 10 1 1 0.1 C1 29 116 6 21.80 1.28
Adjective 4 -3 4-15 13 9 3 : :
Comparison
Elements B1 17 49 1.53 20.33 0.87 Ci1 30 124 3.87 23.31 1.03
Total B1 68 241 7.52 100 339 C1 99 532 16.58 100 5.26

The findings presented in Table 2 indicate differences between B1- and Ci-level learners in the use of
reference elements. At the B1 level, students produced a total of 241 reference elements, with personal
pronouns representing the largest proportion (64.32%). Comparison elements (20.33%) and
demonstrative pronouns (7.88%) followed, whereas demonstrative adjectives (4.15%) and reflexive
pronouns (3.32%) were used less frequently. At the C1 level, learners produced a total of 532 reference
elements. Personal pronouns remained the most frequently used reference element (34.40%), followed
by comparison elements (23.31%), demonstrative adjectives (21.80%), demonstrative pronouns
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(10.90%), and reflexive pronouns (9.59%). Compared with the B1 level, the frequency of use was higher
across all categories at the C1 level. For example, the reflexive pronoun kendilerini ("themselves") in the
sentence "Is basvurusu siireci, bireylerin kendilerini dejerlendirmelerine ve fark etmelerine zaman
tanmir.” and the demonstrative adjective o ("that") in "O kural degistirilmeli." illustrate two types of
reference elements identified in the learners' texts. These findings suggest that learners at higher
proficiency levels employ a broader range of reference elements and demonstrate greater diversity in
establishing textual cohesion.

The third research question

To answer this research question, level averages were compared to determine whether there was a
significant difference in the level of use of conjunction elements between B1 and C1 level students
learning Turkish as a foreign language.

Table 3 Mann—Whitney U Test Results for Differences Between the B1 and C1 Groups in the Use of Conjunction
Elements

Variable Level Mean Rank Sum of Rank U P r
B1 31.78 1017.00
Additive 489.00 0.706 0.047
C1 33.22 1063.00
s aoriinats B1 31.34 1003.00
Dlsqumlr}atlve 475.00 0.583 0.078
Conjunction C1 33.66 1077.00
: B1 35.52 1136.50
égzjeéfli?l‘;i c g 415.50 0.166 0.176
1 29.4 943.50
) . B1 24.28 777.00
Time Indicator 249.00 < 0.001**  0.556
C1 40.72 1303.00
B1 27.50 880.00
Ranking Indicator 352.00  0.005% 0.375
C1 37.50 1200.00
B1 26.94 862.00
Condition Indicator 334.00  0.004% 0.376
C1 38.06 1218.00
; B1 28.47 911.00
}Eri(giiﬁ?)trlon C1 36.53 1169.00 383.00  0.019" 0-320
.5 .
e B1 32.47 1039.00
ifgir;ﬁgiymg 511.00 1.000 0.002
C1 32.53 1041.00
_ B1 24.56 786.00
Cause-Effect 258.00 < 0.001%*  0.480
Indicator C1 40.44 1294.00
_ B1 26.75 856.00
Effect-Cause 328.00  0.006% 0.341
Indicator C1 38.25 1224.00

*p <0.05,**p < 0.0033

The results of the Mann—Whitney U tests showed that, among the conjunction elements, the C1 group
obtained significantly higher scores than the B1 group for time indicators (p < .001) and cause—effect
conjunctions (p < .001), and these differences remained statistically significant even after the Bonferroni
correction. In contrast, for ranking indicator (p = .005), condition indicator (p = .004), explanation
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indicator (p = .019), and effect-cause indicator (p = .006), the C1 group also scored higher than the B1
group. However, these differences were statistically significant only before the Bonferroni correction
and were no longer considered statistically significant after the correction was applied.

The effect size of the Mann—Whitney U test was evaluated using the r coefficient. According to Cohen
(1988), r values between .10 and .30 indicate a small effect, values between .30 and .50 indicate a
medium effect, and values greater than .50 indicate a large effect. Accordingly, as shown in Table 1, the
significant differences between the groups in terms of conjunction elements can be interpreted as
ranging from medium to large effect sizes.

The fourth research question

To answer this research question, level averages were compared to determine whether there was a
significant difference in the level of use of reference elements between B1 and C1 level students learning
Turkish as a foreign language.

Table 4 Mann—Whitney U Test Results for Differences Between the B1 and C1 Groups in the Use of Reference
Elements

Variable Level Mean Rank Sum of Rank U p r
B1 34.19 1094.00
Personal Pronoun 458.00  0.469 0.095
C1 30.81 986.00
B1 26.41 845.00
Reflexive Pronoun 317.00 0.003%* 0.371
C1 38.59 1235.00
; B1 27.50 880.00
Il?emonstratlve 352.00 0.019* 0.299
ronoun C1 37.50 1200.00
Demonstrative B1 19.44 622.00 .
Adiective 94.00 < 0.001 0.769
J C1 45.56 1458.00
; B1 30.50 976.00
gf mpartlson 448.00 0.366 0.114
ements C1 34.50 1104.00

*p < 0.05,** p < 0.0033

The results of the Mann—Whitney U tests revealed that, among the reference elements, the C1 group
obtained statistically significantly higher scores than the B1 group in the use of reflexive pronouns (p =
.0028) and demonstrative adjectives (p < .001), even after the Bonferroni correction was applied. In
addition, the C1 group appeared to have higher scores than the B1 group in the use of demonstrative
pronouns (p = .019). However, although this difference was statistically significant under the
conventional significance threshold, it did not remain significant after the Bonferroni correction was
applied and was therefore interpreted as non-significant under the adjusted criterion. According to
Table 2, the significant differences between the groups in terms of reference elements can be interpreted
as ranging from medium to large effect sizes.

Discussion, Conclusion, and Suggestions

In this study, statistically significant differences were found between B1- and Ci-level learners in the use
of time indicators and cause—effect indicators. Among the reference elements, reflexive pronouns and
demonstrative adjectives remained statistically significant after the Bonferroni correction, whereas
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demonstrative pronouns reached significance only under the conventional significance criterion. In
contrast, for the cohesive elements indicating addition, distinction, adversative conjunction, and
example, and for the reference elements indicating personal pronouns and comparison elements,
similar results were observed across groups, with no significant difference. When these findings are
evaluated overall, significant differences are observed in the use of some cohesion sub-elements, while
other elements exhibit a similar usage pattern. This result may suggest that language proficiency is not
the sole determinant in the use of cohesion elements. While Ci-level students clearly differentiated
between groups with high averages in some elements, common usage tendencies were also observed in
some elements. This situation suggests that the development and use of cohesion elements may be
multifactorial and that levels may demonstrate their linguistic proficiency in different ways in different
elements.

This pattern may indicate that higher proficiency levels are associated with greater discursive flexibility
and more effective management of textual relations. This is because individuals with advanced language
proficiency, skills, and experience are more likely to produce a coherent text that adheres to the writing
rules of the target language (Celce-Murcia & Olshtain, 2000). Although writing processes are generally
similar in the native and foreign languages, this process is quite different in the foreign language. Silva
(1993) states that individuals writing in a foreign language plan less and experience greater difficulty in
creating and organizing their material. He also states that their texts contain more errors; their discourse
has lower coherence, particularly with excessive use of conjunctions, less lexical cohesion, and limited
differentiation and variety. This information supports the finding that Ci-level students generally
demonstrated greater variety and higher frequencies of use than Bi-level students. This interpretation
is also consistent with the descriptors of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR). According to the CEFR, Bi-level learners can “write straightforward connected texts on a range
of familiar subjects within [their] field of interest, by linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a
linear sequence” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 61). In contrast, C1-level learners can “write clear, well-
structured texts on complex subjects, underlining the relevant salient issues, expanding and supporting
points of view at some length with subsidiary points, reasons and relevant examples, and rounding off
with an appropriate conclusion” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 61). The greater use of time indicators,
cause—effect indicators, reflexive pronouns, and demonstrative adjectives observed among C1 learners
in the present study appears to be compatible with the CEFR’s expectation that advanced learners
establish more elaborated and structurally organized written discourse.

Ci-level students appeared to establish textual relationships through a wider use of time and cause—
effect indicators. The broader range of vocabulary and connectives available to Ci-level learners may
facilitate the expression of meaning relationships within the text. In contrast, the lower use of these
elements among B1 learners may indicate a stronger focus on sentence-level production rather than
text-level organization. These findings may reflect differences in learners’ ability to use cohesion devices
in more functional and varied ways at advanced proficiency levels. In addition to proficiency-related
factors, foreign language anxiety may also be considered as a possible factor influencing learners’ use of
cohesion devices. Previous research has shown that foreign language anxiety may increase learners’
cognitive burden and negatively influence their language performance (Kasap, 2021). Since anxiety may
reduce learners’ willingness to take linguistic risks, lower-proficiency learners may tend to rely on more
familiar and less complex cohesion devices rather than using a wider range of connectors. Therefore, B1
learners’ more limited variety of cohesion elements may also be interpreted in relation to affective
factors, although further research is needed to examine this relationship directly.
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In contrast, similar results were obtained between levels in the use of conjunctions (additives,
distinctives, adversative conjunctions, and examples) and in the use of personal pronouns and
comparative elements among reference elements. This may be because these cohesion elements are
structures that are learned and frequently used from the earliest stages of language acquisition.
Furthermore, elements such as and, but, for example, however, and for instance, as well as personal
pronouns and comparative structures, are used and accepted by students in both levels and are
frequently repeated in daily communication. Therefore, it is expected that learners at both proficiency
levels will use these elements in similar ways. Although these cohesion devices were used more
frequently by Ci-level learners, the differences in their usage levels did not reach statistical significance.
This finding may suggest that these devices are commonly used by both intermediate- and advanced-
level learners and therefore do not clearly differentiate proficiency levels.

When reviewing the literature, Ercan Giiven and Akpinar (2020) stated that the most preferred type of
conjunction among B2 and Ci-level students learning Turkish as a foreign language was the one
indicating order. In this study, the most frequently used conjunction among students at both levels was
the additive conjunction. In this sense, the results do not coincide. Aramak (2016) observed that
students in the C1 level learning Turkish as a foreign language most frequently used additive and effect-
cause conjunctions. The results of this study also show that additive conjunctions (53.95%) and effect—
cause conjunctions were among the most frequently used conjunction types. Similarly, Deniz and Dastz
(2015) determined that foreign students at the B1 and B2 levels most frequently used conjunctions
indicating "addition" and "cause" when justifying their ideas while composing Turkish texts. Karakog
Oztiirk and Dagistanlioglu (2018) and Yildirim (2016) also reported that the most frequently used
elements in their studies with Bi-level students were connectives. The results obtained are consistent
with the findings of this study in the literature. Dolunay and Mant1 (2018), in their study with 100
students at the A2, B1, B2, and C1 levels, found that cohesive elements ranked second in terms of
frequency of use, that cohesive elements, especially those indicating assumption, were almost never
used, and that there is a need for studies aimed at reinforcing conjunctions that indicate distinction,
sequence, condition, and example.

In summary, Ci-level learners tended to use cohesion devices more frequently and more diversely than
Bi-level learners, although statistically significant differences were limited to specific conjunction and
reference categories. To this end, writing instruction should be planned in accordance with textuality
criteria from the early stages of language learning. The sooner students realize that a text, a written
expression, is not just a sequence of sentences, the more effective and earlier this development will be.
It is necessary to make students understand that linking sentences is not just about preventing
discontinuity; cohesion elements are the parts that make a text a whole. The written narratives examined
in this study are limited to B1 and C1 proficiency levels and to the analysis of reference and conjunction
elements. In addition, the data were obtained from standardized end-of-level achievement examinations
in which the writing tasks differed according to proficiency level. Specifically, B1 learners wrote on the
job application process, whereas C1 learners wrote on time management. Although both tasks were
designed to assess writing performance appropriate to their respective proficiency levels, differences in
writing topics may have had a minor influence on the frequency and variety of cohesion devices used.
Future studies may expand the scope of the research by examining developmental differences in
cohesion and coherence across a wider range of proficiency levels using comparable writing tasks.
Furthermore, the effect of learners' native language on cohesion may be investigated with homogeneous
samples from the same linguistic background. Such studies may contribute to a better understanding of
the role of cohesion in the development of writing skills.
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